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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
Wildlife species play an important role in the lives of millions of Americans. 
According to the 1985 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife 
Associated Recreation, over three quarters of the adult population of the U.S. 
aged 16 years and older—some 140 million Americans—participated in some form 
of wildlife-related recreation that year (U.S. Dept. Interior 1988). In Iowa, the 
same survey estimated that 93% of Iowa's adult population that year-over 2 
million lowans—participated in wildlife-related recreation, including fishing, 
hunting, and various "nonconsumptive" forms of wildlife related recreation. 
This is one of the highest participation rates in the nation. Clearly, wildlife is 
important in the lives of lowans. 
Most of this wildlife-related recreation, however, takes place on private land. 
With nearly 99% of Iowa's land base in private ownership-over 90% of it 
involved in some form of agriculture—wildlife-minded lowans are primarily 
dependent upon the cooperation of the state's farmers to maintain suitable 
wildlife habitat. 
Surveys during the 1980s documented Iowa farmers' attitudes and opinions 
about the economy, farm life, and the environment (Lasley 1988; Padgitt 1989; 
Padgitt and Hoyer 1987). While much information has been gathered about 
attitudes toward groundwater pollution and soil erosion, relatively little 
information was gathered about their attitudes and behaviors regarding wildlife. 
This research seeks to fill some of these gaps in our knowledge. 
A pictorial model of the knowledge this research seeks is presented in Figure 
1. If the management practices farmers put on their land are a measure of their 
commitment to wildlife, what aspects of a farmer's attitudes, associations. 
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Figure 1. Model of potential relationships between several variables and their effect upon the land management 
practices farmers put on their land 
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information sources, and activities contribute to or detract from these practices? 
To what degree are the attitudes a farmer holds related to the practices? Do the 
wildlife-related activities in which a farmer participates encourage or discourage 
wildlife practices? To what degree do economics influence decisions regarding 
these practices? How do the various groups to which a farmer belongs influence 
or discourage wildlife-related land management practices? Do conservation 
professionals influence a farmer's decisions to use such practices? How are 
youth activities related to adult attitudes and behaviors? These are some of the 
questions this research seeks to answer. 
A statewide survey of .1,118 selected farm operators from 56 Iowa counties was 
conducted during the summer of 1991 to determine their attitudes and behaviors 
toward wildlife. This dissertation is based upon the responses received from 822 
farm operators, a response rate of 75.4%. 
Some of the questions in this survey were identical to those in a 1990 
statewide survey of over 3,000 randomly selected farm operators as part of the 
"1990 Iowa Farm and Rural Life Poll" (Lasley and Kettner 1990). Some statistics 
from that 1990 survey are cited in this paper for comparison purposes. 
Explanation of dissertation format 
The two sections of this dissertation are presented in the "alternate format" 
for dissertations. They represent two manuscripts that will be submitted for 
publication in scientific journals. In addition to the two main sections of the 
dissertation, there is a general introduction and general summary with 
accompanying references specific to those sections. The two sections of the 
dissertation were written using the format specified by the Wildlife Society 
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Bulletin to facilitate publication in that journal. Authorship of the manuscripts 
is anticipated to be as follows: 
Section I. James L. Pease 
Section n. James L. Pease 
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Section I. INFLUENCES ON THE ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS 
OF IOWA FARMERS TOWARD WILDLIFE 
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Influences on the attitudes and behaviors 
of Iowa farmers toward wildlife 
James L. Pease 
From the Department of Animal Ecology 
Iowa State University 
Ames, lA 50011 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper examines the attitudes and behaviors of two groups of Iowa 
farmers toward wildlife. Based on a 1991 statewide mailed survey of 822 farmers, 
it divides Iowa farmers into "wildlife-oriented" and "non-wildlife-oriented" 
groups for sampling and analysis. It identifies demographic and personal factors 
that are correlated with a wildlife orientation. Wildlife-oriented farmers in Iowa 
tend to be farmers with smaller acreages overall, with smaller gross farm 
incomes, with fewer acres devoted to row-crops, and with more diverse 
landscapes that more often include trees, streams. Conservation Reserve 
Program acres or other non-agricultural land than farmers who are not wildlife-
oriented. Wildlife-oriented farmers also engage in more wildlife-related 
activities, seek wildlife information from locally-available sources, and are 
significantly more likely to seek assistance of conservation professionals than are 
their non-wildlife-oriented counterparts. Wildlife-oriented farmers also hold 
opinions and have attitudes that accord more value to wildlife for aesthetic and 
recreational purposes. Regression analysis reveals the association of these 
variables with management practices the farmers use on their land. The 
implications for wildlife management are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Over 90% of Iowa's land base is privately owned and managed for agriculture. 
With such a large amount of land in private control, the health and stability of 
wildlife populations depend upon the types of practices landowners, particularly 
farmers, put on their land. Some practices (such as food plots, shrub plantings, 
grass buffer strips and delayed mowing) enhance wildlife populations (Best 1983, 
Warner et al. 1989, Bollinger et al. 1990, Frawley and Best 1991). Other practices 
(such as fall tillage, frequent mowing, and application or misuse of some 
chemicals) are known to be directly harmful to wildlife populations (Balcomb et 
al. 1984, Warner 1984, Warner et al. 1985, Warner and Joselyn 1986, Warner and 
Etter 1989). Still other practices may have positive or negative consequences for 
wildlife, depending upon their exact application and management. These may 
include reduced tillage, grazing, and pond construction (Holechuk et al. 1982, 
Warburton and Klimstra 1984, Office of Technology Assessment 1985, Basore et 
al. 1987, Robinson 1989). To what degree farmers include wildlife as a factor in 
their operational decisions is not widely known. 
Throughout the 1980s, numerous polls and surveys documented lowans' 
growing environmental concerns. Some surveys showed that, like other 
lowans, farmers shared concerns over groundwater quality, though farmers on 
larger acreages that used more conventional farming methods tended to be less 
concerned than smaller farmers using more alternative methods (Padgitt and 
Hoyer 1987; Padgitt 1989). While a few studies included some wildlife concerns 
of farmers (Anderson 1988; DataProbe 1988), most often these have been 
incidental to other concerns. 
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The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), wetland restoration programs, 
and subsidies from private conservation groups to farmers have demonstrated 
the ability of economic incentives to motivate farmers to develop and/or 
maintain wildlife habitat. But, while there is, of course, a need to balance 
wildlife concerns with economic ones, other factors may also be involved in the 
land management decisions of farmers. If wildlife managers are to be successful 
at attracting farmers to and keeping them involved in management practices 
that are positive for wildlife, we must seek to understand what these "other 
factors" are. We must apply what is known about attitudes and human 
responses to change to the management of land for wildlife. 
Rogers' model of the diffusion of technological innovation has been 
applied to acceptance by farmers of new ideas in agriculture (Rogers 1983). He 
found that socio-economic and other demographic factors were associated with 
what he termed "innovators" and "early adopters". Those who readily adopted 
the new technology quickly tended to be more educated and of a higher social 
status, had larger farms, and had a stronger commercial orientation than late-
adopters. 
Some researchers have applied Rogers' model to farmers' adoption of 
various conservation measures. Dumke and Frank (1982) found that among the 
key elements influencing the adoption of a Wisconsin quail management 
program were the personal satisfaction of the farmer, knowledge of the farmer 
about quail, economics of the program, and relationship of the farmer with the 
wildlife manager and the rest of the community. Similarly, Warner (1982) found 
that Illinois farmers who stayed with a recommended roadside habitat 
management program tended to be younger farmers who rented most of their 
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land, were knowledgeable about wildlife, were involved with government 
support programs, and had a positive relationship with the county farm advisor. 
Lasley and Bultena (1985) postulated that some unspecified "moral 
considerations" must be included in the model of adoption. It appears that, 
while economic considerations are important, they may not be primary in the 
minds of many farmers when it comes to wildlife. 
It was with these considerations in mind that I undertook this research, 
seeking to understand the attitudes and behaviors of Iowa farmers toward 
wildlife. The 1990 Farm and Rural Life Poll was the first statewide effort to look 
specifically at farmers and wildlife. A second survey, conducted in 1991, 
examined a sample of wildlife-oriented and non-wildlife-oriented Iowa farmers. 
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METHODS 
The 1990 Iowa Farm and Rural Life Poll was conducted in March and April of 
1990 using a statewide random sample of 3,054 farm operators. Specific 
methodology used in that poll is detailed by Lasley (1985). Some 2,288 usable 
surveys were returned. (Wildlife-related questions of that poll are contained in 
Appendix A.) Some results from that poll are reported here for comparison 
purposes. 
The 1991 survey was administered to a stratified sample of 1,118 farmers 
during the summer of 1991. They were selected as a dichotomous sample from 
56 of Iowa's 99 counties. Farmers were divided into two groups: "wildlife-
oriented" and "non-wildlife-oriented" based on observation and selection of 
them by knowledgeable local conservation officials. "Wildlife-oriented" farmers 
were defined as those who readily put a variety of wildlife habitat practices on 
their farms. Conversely, "non-wildlife-oriented" farmers were those who, for 
one reason or another, do not put or maintain wildlife habitat on their land or 
may even be hostile to it. Approximately 20 farmers were selected from each of 
the 56 counties, 10 in each of the two categories. This dichotomous sample was 
chosen to enable identification of factors common to each group. One might 
view this sample as representing the two extremes of the normal curve of Iowa 
farmers. 
The survey consisted of 25 questions on 10 pages (186 variables). (See 
Appendix B for a complete copy of the survey.) Questions required respondents 
to check or circle most answers, with short blanks to fill in on only 3 questions. 
Likert scales were used on 2 questions regarding attitudes. One consisted of a 5-
1  2  
point scale, from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". The other was a 7-point 
opinion scale from "of little importance" to "of great importance". Space was 
provided at the end of the survey for respondents to write any additional 
comments. Some 33% of respondents chose to do so. 
Using the "total design method" (Dillman 1978), all 1,118 survey participants 
were mailed a cover letter, survey, postage-paid return envelope and a pencil (a 
"token" to encourage them to return the survey) in mid-June 1991. One week 
later they were mailed a postcard, reminding them of the survey and urging 
them to complete and return it. Three weeks after the initial mailing, non-
respondents were sent another letter, a survey, and a return envelope. At seven 
weeks after the initial mailing, a fourth and final letter, survey and envelope 
were sent to non-respondents. A total 479 "wildlife-oriented" and 343 "non-
wildlife-oriented" farmers responded to the survey using this method. Sixty-
eight percent of the respondents returned surveys within 3 weeks of the initial 
mailing. A few surveys were returned as late as 14 weeks after the initial 
mailing. Farmers from all 56 surveyed counties returned surveys (Figure 1). A 
total of 822 farmers returned usable surveys. Not all provided answers to every 
question so percentages do not reach 100 percent in every category. No attempt 
was made to assess non-response bias. 
Data were recorded and summarized using the Excel 3.0 spreadsheet 
(Microsoft Corp. 1990) and statistically analyzed using Systat 5.1 (Wilkinson 1989) 
on a Macintosh SE/30 enhanced computer. Chi-square analysis was performed 
according to Steele and Torrie (1960). Pearson correlations with Bonferroni 
probability and multiple regression analysis were performed according to 
Wilkinson (1989). Principal components analysis (a variation of factor analysis) 
1  3  
with a varimax rotation was used to simplify wildlife practices and group them 
into three factors. A factor score was then computed for each respondent based 
upon a weighted loading for each practice (Harman 1976). 
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Figure 1. Distribution of respondents to 1991 statewide survey of Iowa farmers. 
Numbers within counties represent the number of wildlife-oriented 
and non-wildlife-oriented farmers who returned completed surveys 
from that county 
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RESULTS 
Demographics of the sample 
The two groups of farmers were similar in many ways. Their age, family sizes 
and ages of children, and politics were not significantly different according to 
Chi-square analysis but were significantly different (p<.005) in their educational 
levels with wildlife-oriented farmers attaining a higher level of formal 
education (Table 1). In both groups, the person completing the survey was 
predominantly the male member of the household with 94% male in the 
wildlife-oriented sample and 87% male in the non-wildlife-oriented sample. 
Significant differences were found, however, in the size of their farms and 
the mean number of acres in row-crops (Table 2). Non-wildlife-oriented farmers 
tended to have significantly (Chi-square, p<.001) more acres (mean=933 acres) 
under row-crop production than wildlife-oriented farmers (mean=594 acres). 
They also had significantly more acres in pasture (Chi-square, p<.05), probably 
because they tended to have larger farms. There was no significant difference 
between the two groups of farmers in the number of acres in other land uses. 
However, a significantly greater proportion of wildlife-oriented farmers (Chi-
square, p<.001) had land in timber, in wildlife habitat, and in ponds and streams 
than did non-wildlife-oriented farmers (Table 2). 
Additionally, significantly fewer wildlife-oriented farmers (Chi-square, 
p<.001) described their farm as a "primarily row-crop, cash grain operation" and 
more were likely to describe it as "not primary source of income" (Table 3). 
Wildlife-oriented farmers also tended to have lower gross farm income than 
non-wildlife-oriented farmers. Wildlife-oriented farmers in this survey had 
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Table 1. Some demographic parameters of two groups of Iowa farmers from a 
1991 survey 
Wildlife- Non-Wildlife-
Mean Age: Oriented (n) Oriented (n) 
Farm Operator 50.2 (465) 49.8 (323) 
Spouse 48.1 (428) 47.7 (293) 
Education (Percent in each category) 
Farm operator:* 
Less than high school 6.3 9.7 
High school graduate 34.7 42.2 
Technical school 4.2 6.8 
Some college 21.0 20.9 
College degree 25.0 15.3 
Graduate college degree 7.1 1.8 
Spouse: 
Less than high school 1.6 5.1 
High school graduate 35.2 39.0 
Technical school 7.1 8.6 
Some college 18.7 18.8 
College degree 27.2 20.8 
Graduate college degree 8.7 4.2 
Household makeup (mean number in each age group); 
Under 5 years of age: 1.2(71) 1.4(45) 
5-12 years of age: 1.6 (133) 1.6 (83) 
13-19 years of age: 1.6 (124) 1.5 (100) 
Over 19 years of age: 2.1 (470) 2.1 (336) 
Mean, total number in household: 3.1 3.0 
Politics (percent in each category): 
Republican 35 33 
Independent but closer to Republican 22 27 
Independent but closer to Democrat 17 12 
Democrat 16 15 
Other 5 4 
No Answer 5 10 
*Chi-square significant difference, p<.005 
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Table 2. Farm size comparison between two groups of Iowa farmers 
Mean Acres Owned 
Wild.(n) Non-wild.(n) 
Mean Acres Rented 
Wild.(n) Non-wild.(n) 
Acres in row-crop^ 229(356) 439(297) 365(242) 494(211) 
Acres in pasture^ 69(235) 105(160) 80(114) 70(85) 
Acres in hay 39(222) 51(162) 31(125) 44(72) 
Acres in timber/windbreaks^ 43(310) 41(169) 33(117) 33(64) 
Acres in wildlife habitat, CRP, 
or other non-agricultural^ 77(310) 86(121) 42(114) 42(58) 
Acres of ponds or streams^ 6.7(284) 8.6(147) 7.2(107) 7.7(60) 
Mean total acres 348(418) 567(307) 425(261) 546(217) 
^ Both the number of acres and the proportion of farmers differs significantly 
between the two groups of farmers. Chi-square value significant at the p<.001 
level. 
2 Number of acres in pasture differs significantly between the two groups of 
farmers. Chi-square value significant at the p<.05 level. 
3 Proportion of farmers having land in these practices differs significantly 
between the two groups of farmers. Chi-square values significant at the p<.001 
level. 
1  8  
Table 3. Farm types of two groups of Iowa farmers based on the following question: 
"Which one of the following best describes your farm?" 
Percent in each category:* 
Wildlife- Non-wildlife-
Oriented Oriented 
37% 49% primarily row-crop, cash grain operation 
35 
10 
18 
*Ghi-square difference between the two groups of farmers is significant, p<.001 
44 row-crops grown mostly for on-farm 
livestock feed, with some cash grain 
4 livestock operation with most land in pasture 
and hay 
2 farm is not primary source of income 
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significantly lower mean gross sales from their farm (mean = $51,000) as opposed 
to non-wildlife-oriented farmers at a mean of $145,000 (Figure 2). 
The distribution of farmers in this survey into income groups is also 
instructive. Some 56% of non-wildlife-oriented farmers were in the top three 
brackets of gross sales ($150,000 to $250,000 or more) while only 29% of wildlife-
oriented farmers were in those categories (Figure 2). Wildlife-oriented farmers 
reported generally smaller proportions of their income from farming than did 
non-wildlife-oriented farmers (Figure 3). 
Wildlife-oriented farmers in Iowa, then, tend to be farmers with smaller 
acreages overall, with smaller farm incomes, with fewer acres devoted to row-
crops, and with more diverse landscapes that more often include trees, streams, 
CRP acres or other non-agricultural land than farmers who are not wildlife-
oriented. 
Wildlife practices 
Farmers were questioned in the survey about a list of 20 practices that are 
known to be directly or indirectly favorable for wildlife. Principal components 
analysis (Harman 1976) revealed that these practices could be factored into 3 
component groups: 1) pro-wildlife practices (practices that are done specifically to 
enhance wildlife and require a conscious investment of time and/or money for 
the farmer to engage in them); 2) tillage practices (practices that are done 
primarily to reduce soil erosion and may affect wildlife positively but less directly 
or are desirable practices for wildlife but wildlife considerations are not 
necessarily paramount); and 3) pond-related practices (practices that affect pond 
or other wetland 
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Figure 2. Annual gross sales from the farms of two groups of Iowa farmers 
I Wildlife-oriented 
O Non-wiidiife-oriented 
<10% 10-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 
Percent of income from farming 
Figure 3. Percent of total family income from farming of two groups of Iowa farmers 
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management on their properties that may or may not be wildlife related). These 
are labeled PWILDLIF, PTILLAGE, and PPOND, respectively, in Table 4. 
Three practices were excluded from further analysis due to ambiguity about 
their relationship to these principal components. While the presence of 
windrows, fencerows, and ditch-burning practices are all relevant to wildlife, 
their ambiguity in the principal component analysis was likely due to the 
maimer in which the practices were described in the survey. 
Practices included under each category are described in Table 4. The table 
includes the rotated factor loadings for each practice which were, in turn, used to 
compute weighted scores for each farmer on each principal component. 
Wildlife-oriented farmers reported higher participation in every practice than 
non-wildlife-oriented farmers. Significant differences (Chi-square, p<.001) 
between the two groups of farmers were found in every practice except "terraces" 
and "burn ditches"; "reduced till" was significant only at the p<.05 level. 
The largest differences between the two farmer groups, however, were in 
those practices that were specifically pro-wildlife (PWILDLIF factor). A mean of 
over 31% more wildlife-oriented farmers used those practices than non-wildlife-
oriented farmers. A higher proportion of wildlife-oriented farmers than their 
counterparts also implemented the pond-related (PPOND factor) and tillage-
related (PTILLAGE) practices (means of 17.5% and 14.6%, respectively). These 
latter two factors, though they represent practices that may be directly or 
indirectly positive for wildlife, are poorer measures of a farmer's commitment to 
wildlife. 
Weighted scores for each of the three practice factors were correlated in a 
paired Pearson correlation analysis with various demographic variables. No 
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Table 4. Comparison of the management practices that are favorable for wildlife 
between two groups of Iowa farmers 
Survey question: Please indicate which of the following practices are used on 
your farm. Circle 1 if "yes" or 2 if "no". If the practice is not applicable to your 
farm, please circle "3." 
Percent answering "Yes" and "Not-Applicable" 
(Wildlife-oriented/Non-wildlife-oriented): 
Rotated % Not 
Loadingl % Yes (Signi.^) Applicable 
Pro-Wildlife Practices Factor (PWILDLIF--13.4% of variance): 
In the past 5 years, have planted food plots for 
wildlife 725 53/21 (•»*) 2/6 
In the past 5 years, have planted shrubs to 
provide food and cover for wildlife .696 65/23(***) 2/6 
Leave some com rows standing for winter 
food for wildlife .553 44/19(»*») 8/8 
Have erected nesting houses for wildlife .539 52/18(***) 1/3 
In the past 5 years, have planted prairie 
grasses and flowers .501 40/9(***) 5/9 
Have planted CRP acres to trees for wildlife.. .437 20/3(***) 22/28 
Tillage-Related Practice Factor (PTILLAGE-12.2% of variance): 
Use reduced tillage to conserve soil .655 90/88(*) 6/2 
Have planted grass buffer strips around crop 
fields for wildlife and soil protection .618 67/48(***) 2/2 
Avoid fall tillage to leave food and cover for 
wildlife .551 61/28(»**) 7/7 
Avoid mowing grass waterways at least until 
late summer to allow birds to nest .545 77/60(***) 10/12 
Have installed terraces on erodible soils.... .468 56/52(n.s.) 19/19 
Delay mowing in fields and ditches until at 
least July 1 to avoid destroying birds' nests.. .461 71/56(***) 5/6 
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Table 4. continued... 
Have protective grass strips along any stream 
flowing through my property .406 61/49(***) 23/24 
Pond-related Practices Factor (PPOND-11.2% of variance): 
Have a pond used by fish and wildlife .834 . 55/38(***) 24/25 
Have fenced pond so that livestock cannot 
wade in it .790 30/15(**») 43/42 
In the past 5 years, have protected or restored 
wetland for use by wildlife .489 24/7(***) 26/22 
Leave 3-5 dead standing trees per acre in my 
woodlot for hole-nesting wildlife .401 59/28(***) 23/31 
Other practices apparently unrelated to above factors: 
Bum ditches only once every 3 years or on a 
rotating basis 30/27(n.s.) 27/21 
Leave brushy and/or weedy fencerows at 
least 3 feet wide 75/50(***) 6/6 
Have a field windbreak with at least 3 rows of 
trees and shrubs 35/18(***) 14/13 
'Coefficient determined by principal components analysis and used to compute a composite score for 
each farmer in each factor. 
^ Statistically significant differences as determined by Chi-square analysis. Probabilities: 
*=p<.05; ***=p<.001; n.s.=not significant. 
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significant correlations were found with age, education, or politics of the farm 
operators or their spouses. Only two demographic variables were correlated with 
practices: gross sales and percent of income from farming were correlated with 
only the pro-wildlife factor (PWILDLIF) (r=.221 and r=.204, respectively). This 
suggests that farmers with higher gross incomes who depend upon farming for 
the majority of their income tend to have fewer of the pro-wildlife practices on 
their farms. This is consistent with the finding that non-wildlife-oriented 
farmers are farmers with larger gross sales with larger portions of their income 
from farming. Neither the pond (PPOND) or tillage factor (PTILLAGE) was 
significantly correlated with these demographic factors. 
Attitudes 
Responses of farmers to the attitudinal variables on Likert scales are 
presented in Tables 5 and 6. Both groups indicated a strong to fairly strong 
positive orientation toward wildlife. When asked, for example, to react to the 
statement "the presence of wildlife on my farm is important to me", 96% of the 
wildlife-oriented farmers and 81% of the non-wildlife-oriented farmers agreed or 
strongly agreed. In the 1990 Poll, 81% of all farmers agreed or strongly agreed 
with the statement. When asked whether "wildlife have as much right to exist 
on this land as I do," 84% and 58% of wildlife-oriented and non-wildlife-oriented 
farmers, respectively, agreed or strongly agreed. 
Despite similarities, wildlife-oriented farmers differed significantly from 
their counterparts on 6 of 9 wildlife issue questions (Table 5) and 5 of 6 wildlife 
importance questions (Table 6). Two of the three non-significant wildlife issue 
questions concerned hunting, and the lack of significance is likely due to the fact 
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Table 5. Opinions of two groups of Iowa farmers on some wildlife issues 
Survey question: Please answer the following questions by circling the number 
that best corresponds to your opinion about i^dlife. 
Percent answering: (Wildlife-oriented/Non-wildlife-oriented) 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree 
The presence of wildlife on my farm 
is important to me 78/40 18/41 1/10 1/5 0/4 
1990 Poll 44 37 9 5 5 
Illegal killing of wildlife should result in 
stiff penalties 72/49 18/28 6/11 3/7 2/5 
1990 Poll 58 26 9 4 3 
Wildlife have as much right to exist on 
this land as I do 55/24 29/34 6/13 6/13 3/14 
1990 Poll 34 35 12 13 6 
Farmers should reduce pesticide use that 
research finds is harmful to wildlife.. 40/14 35/34 17/26 6/16 2/9 
1990 Poll 27 40 20 9 4 
Farmers should be paid by the government 
to save habitat for wildlife 32/32 31/24 19/22 10/10 7/10 
1990 Poll 28 29 22 13 8 
Financial incentives would encourage me to 
do more for wildlife on my farm 31/18 33/24 19/31 9/12 7/11 
1990 Poll 17 27 29 16 11 
Hunters should have to pay for (lease) land 
on which to hunt in Iowa 20/25 22/24 29/28 12/13 17/9 
(Not asked in the 1990 Poll) 
Wildlife habitat on my farm adds to its 
market value 15/4 24/9 32/31 19/25 8/30 
1990 Poll 4 11 32 28 25 
Game wildlife species are more important 
to me than non-game wildlife 9/7 25/16 16/31 23/27 24/19 
1990 Poll 7 18 28 26 21 
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Table 6. Opinions on the importance of wildlife to two groups of Iowa farmers 
Survey question: People feel differently about the importance of wildlife. Listed 
below are several ways in which wild animals might be considered important. 
Please circle the number on each line that indicates how important it is to you 
that wildlife: 
Of Little 
Importance < 
Wildlife-Oriented—Percent answering: 
Non-wildlife-oriented—Percent answering: 
Of Great 
Importance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Help maintain a balance in nature 3 1 2 9 13 20 50 
6 3 6 18 16 22 27 
Provide enjoyment from knowing 
that they exist 3 2 3 8 14 21 47 
7 6 10 18 14 19 23 
Provide viewing pleasure in person 
or in pictures 2 3 5 8 16 22 42 
11 8 11 17 12 18 22 
Provide an opportunity for hunting 18 7 8 15 14 11 24 
27 10 14 16 9 9 22 
Provide a source of food 21 12 13 19 10 8 16 
30 13 12 17 11 9 5 
Provide a source of furs 36 16 10 14 11 6 9 
40 15 9 18 9 6 4 
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that there are hunters in both groups of farmers. The relationship of hunting to 
attitudes and behaviors is explored in the second paper of this dissertation. 
There was also substantial agreement between both farmer groups on a third 
issue question: "Farmers should be paid by the government to save habitat for 
wildlife." Sixty-three percent and 56% of wildlife- and non-wildlife-oriented 
farmers, respectively, agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. This 
confirms a strong economic orientation among farmers and may represent a 
block to programs of habitat protection that do not involve financial assistance. 
However, their response to the question of whether such assistance would cause 
them to do more for wildlife was equivocal. 
The other area of substantial agreement between the two farmer groups is in 
the importance of wildlife for furs. Over 60% of both groups assigned little or 
relatively little importance to wildlife providing a source of furs. Whether or 
not this simply reflects the attitudes of the larger U. S. society on furs is an area 
worthy of further research. 
Wildlife-oriented farmers are far more likely to consider wildlife important 
for viewing, hunting, eating, or maintaining the balance in nature than are non-
wildlife-oriented farmers. 
Wildlife-related activities 
A large proportion of both groups of farmers are hunters and anglers, but 
wildlife-oriented farmers are significantly more likely to hunt and fish (65%) 
than non-wildlife-oriented farmers (44% and 41%) (Table 7). Wildlife-oriented 
farmers that hunt and fish also engage in the sports nearly twice as often as do 
non-wildlife-oriented farmers. Similarly, wildlife-oriented farmers are 
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significantly more likely to participate in birdwatching, feeding wildlife, and 
photographing wildlife than are their counterparts (Table 7). 
Sources of information about wildlife 
Farmers were asked about the frequency of their contact with a variety of 
conservation professionals concerning wildlife topics. Some of these specialists 
are county-based, while others are available only on a multi-county or state basis. 
Results indicate that both groups are most likely to have had contact in the last 2 
years with Soil Conservation Service (SCS) personnel and least likely to have 
had contact with specialists at a university (Table 8). The contact with SCS has 
likely been enhanced for many farmers due to the cross-compliance conservation 
provisions of the 1985 Food Security Act and the resulting need of many farmers 
to file conservation plans. In any case, wildlife-oriented farmers are significantly 
more likely to have some contact with one or more of these professionals 
concerning wildlife than are non-wildlife-oriented farmers. Moreover, nearly 
three-quarters of non-wildlife-oriented farmers report no contact with any 
conservation professional about wildlife. 
Many agencies have been experiencing financial stress and find it difficult to 
have many locally-based conservation professionals to serve the needs of 
farmers. As a result, there is increasing reliance upon methods other than one-
to-one contact with farmers to get out information and recommendations. 
Farmers were questioned about how often they used different sources of wildlife-
related information (Table 9). Television, magazines, and radio were cited as 
most frequently used, though visiting with neighbors and reading books about 
wildlife were not far behind in importance. As increasing levels of commitment 
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are required to attend meetings, write letters, or lobby, the percentage of 
participation drops off in both groups. Wildlife-oriented farmers are more likely, 
however, to participate in all of these activities than are their non-wildlife-
oriented counterparts. 
Involvement in organizations 
To determine the extent to which farmers are involved with organizations 
which might serve to reinforce certain attitudes and behaviors and discourage 
others, they were asked about their participation in a variety of farm, 
community, and environmental organizations. While there was a tendency for 
non-wildlife-oriented farmers to be significantly more involved in some 
traditional farm organizations (e.g. corn and soybean growers associations), this 
was not true of all farm organizations. Wildlife-oriented farmers were more 
likely to participate on the Soil and Water Conservation District board, a few 
civic groups, and nearly all environmental groups than were non-wildlife-
oriented farmers (Table 10). 
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Table 7. Wildlife-related activities of two groups of Iowa farmers 
Survey question: Please indicate whether you participate in any of the following 
activities by circling 1 (if "no") and 2 (if "yes"). If 2 is circled, please estimate how 
many different times in the past year you participated in each activity. 
Percent Answering "Yes" /Mean # of times in Past Yr. 
Wildlife Non-wildlife Significance^ 
Oriented Oriented 
Hunting 65/17 44/9 p < .001 
Fishing 65/13 41/7 p < .001 
Birdwatching 61/158 31/162 p < .001 
Feeding birds/other wildlife 71/158 43/138 p < .001 
Photographing wildlife... 30/10 11/4 p < .001 
^ Differences found in the proportion of farmers answering "yes" in each 
category. Statistical significance determined from Chi-square analysis. 
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Table 8. Contact of two groups of Iowa farmers with conservation professionals 
about wildlife 
Survey question: In the past 2 years about how often have you phoned or visited 
with the following people to seek their advice about wildlife, wildlife habitat, or 
wildlife problems? 
Percent answering (Wildlife-oriented/Non-wildlife-oriented) 
1-2 3-4 5 or more 
Never times times times 
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) 
district conservationist or technician 37/72 31/14 12/6 20/7 
County conservation board personnel 55/86 22/8 12/5 11/1 
Conservation officer (game warden) 58/77 30/17 7/4 6/2 
County Extension agriculturalist 60/82 29/13 9/3 3/3 
Dept. of Natural Resources biologist 62/90 23/7 9/1 6/2 
Private consultant 88/94 6/2 3/2 4/2 
ISU Extension wildlife specialist 91/98 8/2 —— — 
33  
Table 9: Sources of information about wildlife utilized by two groups of Iowa 
farmers 
Survey question: Please indicate approximately how often you engage in the 
following activities: 
Percent answering (wildlife-oriented/non-wildlife-oriented): 
At least 
once a 
week 
Once or 
, twice a 
month 
Once or 
twice 
per vear Never 
Watch TV shows on wildlife 26/15 51/39 21/37 1/9 
Read magazine articles on wildlife topics 38/9 39/32 20/41 3/18 
Listen to radio programs on wildlife topics... 9/6 37/22 37/39 17/33 
Visit with a neighbor or friend about wildlife 
protection 7/2 23/6 48/37 22/55 
Read a book about wildlife 12/4 17/8 47/40 23/48 
Attend a meeting on conservation-related 
provisions of legislation (1990 Farm Bill, etc.) 2/2 7/5 55/45 36/49 
Attend a meeting to leam about wildlife 3/1 8/1 45/18 43/80 
Write a letter to a government official about 
wildlife or environmental issue 1/0 1/1 20/12 78/86 
Attend a meeting to lobby for wildlife 1/0 2/0 12/5 85/94 
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Correlation of factors with PWILDLIF 
Pearson correlation of attitudes, wildlife activities, information sources, 
contacts with conservation professionals, and organizational involvement 
reveals some significant relationships (Table 11). While no correlation 
coefficients are very high for single variables, their correlation with the pro-
wildlife factor (PWILDLIF) suggests something of the strength of their 
relationship to the wildlife practices put on the land. Further analysis using 
multiple regression analysis yields a model which explains 30.1% of the variance 
in the PWILDLIF factor scores (Table 12). This model suggests that the practices 
farmers put on the land are related to two of their attitudes regarding wildlife, 
their relationship with one or more wildlife professionals, their attendance at 
meetings and talks with neighbors to learn about wildlife, and being active in 
fishing and feeding wildlife. The fact that membership in groups is not part of 
the model may reflect the small percentages of farmers involved in any given 
group. 
Table 10. Involvement of Iowa farmers in farm, community and environmental 
organizations 
Survey question: Please indicate to which farm organizations you belong (check 
all that apply): 
Percent Percent 
Member Officer (current or past) 
Wild!. /Non-wildl. Wildl./Non-wildl. Signif.^ 
Iowa Farm Bureau 58/65 9/7 
Iowa Soybean Assoc. 30/38 1/3 p<.01 
Iowa Com Grower's Assoc. 22/38 1/2 p<.001 
Cattlemen/Cowbelles Association 17/19 4/5 
ASCS Committee 12/10 3/1 
Soil Conservation District Board 8/2 8/1 p<.001 
Local Cooperative Board 5/8 5/4 
County Extension Council 5/4 5/5 
Practical Farmers of Iowa 5/1 
Pork Producers/Porkettes 2/3 4/6 p<.05 
National Farmers' Organization 2/2 1/1 
Dairy Herd Improvement Assoc. 2/1 1/1 
Prairie Fire » ---
Please indicate to which civic organizations you belong (check all that apply): 
Percent Percent 
Member Officer (current or past) 
Wildl. /Non-wildl. Wildl. /Non-wildl. Signif.1 
Church group 33/33 18/17 
Volunteer leader with local 4-H, 
Scout or other youth group 11/9 6/6 
Service Club (Kiwanis, Lions, 
Rotary, Optimist, Jaycees, etc.) 9/8 7/6 
Local Historical Society 8/4 1/0 p<.01 
VFW 7/4 1/1 
Chamber of Commerce 6/2 1/1 p<.05 
School Parent-Teacher Association 4/4 1/1 
School Board 2/5 5/3 
County Conservation Board 4/1 3/1 p<.05 
Town or City Council 1/1 1/0 
Board of Supervisors 1/0 1/0 
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Table 10 continued... 
Please indicate to which wildlife or environmental organizations you belong 
(check all that apply): 
Percent Percent 
Member Officer (current or past) 
Wildl./Non-wildl. Wildl./Non-wildl. Signif.^ 
Pheasants Forever 25/9 3/0 p<.001 
Ducks Unlimited 14/4 — p<.001 
Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 11/1 — p<.001 
Izaak Walton League 8/1 1/0 p<.001 
Nature Conservancy 6/1 — p<.001 
Audubon Society 5/0 — p<.001 
Wild Turkey Federation 3/1 
Sierra Club 2/1 
Trout Unlimited — 
1 Significant differences found by Chi- square analysis represent differences in the 
total number of members, including officers, between the two groups of farmers. 
* "—" indicates less than .5%. 
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Table 11. Significant Pearson correlation of variables with the pro-wildlife 
(PWILDLIF) practices factor of Iowa farmers 
Variable I FrobabHity, pc 
Attitudinal^: 
Presence of wildlife .324 .001 
Reduce pesticides .292 .001 
Right to exist .279 .001 
Habitat adds value .275 .001 
Incentives .208 .001 
Illegal killing .171 .001 
Provide viewing pleasure .300 .001 
Provide enjoyment from existence .243 .001 
Provide opportunity for hunting .225 .001 
Maintain balance of nature .163 .001 
Provide source of food .156 .002 
Activities^: 
Feeding wildlife .318 .001 
Birdwatching .279 .001 
Photographing wildlife .251 .001 
Fishing .237 .001 
Hunting .218 .001 
Sources of wildlife information^: 
Magazine articles .375 .001 
Visit with neighbor or friend .339 .001 
Attend a meeting to leam .323 .001 
Read a book .267 .001 
Listen to radio programs .229 .001 
Watch TV shows .229 .001 
Attend a meeting to lobby .188 .001 
Write a letter .140 .016 
Contact with conservation professionals^: 
DNR biologist 
ses conservationist or techn. 
Co. Conservation Brd. person 
Game warden 
Extension agriculturalist 
ISU Ext. wildlife specialist 
Private consultant 
Income®: 
Gross sales in 1990 
Percent of income from farm 
.336 
.310 
.303 
.273 
.181 
.171 
.152 
.221 
.204 
.001 
.001 
.001 
.001 
.001 
.001 
.002 
.001 
.001 
Membership in organizations^: 
No significant correlations. 
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Table 11 continued... 
^ Refers to attitudes and opinions expressed on Likert scales and summarized in Tables 5 and 6. 
2 Refers to wildlife-related activities farmers engaged in and are summarized in Table 7. 
3 Refers to the frequency with which farmers use these sources for wildlife-related information 
and is summarized in Table 9. 
4 Refers to the frequency of contact farmers have had with various conservation professionals and 
is summarized in Table 8. 
® Refers to farmers gross sales of farm-commodities in 1990 (summarized in Figure 2) and the 
percent of total income generated from the farm (summarized in Figure 3). 
^ Refers to membership in a wide variety of farm, community and environmental organizations and 
summarized in Table 10. 
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Table 12. Model of pro-wildlife practices factor (PWILDLIF) with significant predictive 
variables 
Variable Coefficient Stand. Error t value P(2 tail) 
View valued .100 .026 3.872 .001 
Habitat value^ .099 .037 2.699 .007 
DNR biologist^ .203 .065 3.131 .002 
CCB person^ .162 .052 3.131 .002 
Visit neighbors® .186 .061 3.060 .002 
Meetings to learn® .153 .073 2.105 .036 
Fishing^ .211 .086 2.456 .014 
Feeding wildlife^ .314 .094 3.351 .001 
R2 = ,301 Standard Error of Estimate: 1.056 
Analysis of variance 
Source Sum of squares DF Mean Square F-ratio P 
Regression 314.957 8 39.370 35.330 .000 
Residual 731.016 656 1.114 
^ Refers to two attitudinal variables expressed on Likert scales and summarized in Table 6. 
2 Refers to the frequency of contact farmers have had with various conservation professionals and 
is summarized in Table 8. "DNR" is the Department of Natural Resources and "CCB" is the 
county conservation board. 
^ Refers to the frequency with which farmers use these sources for wildlife-related information 
and is summarized in Table 9. 
Refers to the participation of farmers in these activities and is summarized in Table 7. 
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DISCUSSION 
Rogers' model of adoption of innovation (Rogers 1983) seems to have little 
application in the field of wildlife management on private lands in Iowa. 
Although the general model of innovators-early adopters-late adopters-laggards 
may describe a more-or-less normal curve of farmers in relation to wildlife 
practices, the innovators and early adopters in this field are not the "younger, 
better educated, larger acreage" farmers of his model for technology adoption. 
Rather, wildlife-oriented farmers in Iowa tend to have generally smaller farms 
on more diversified landscapes, have attitudes that place greater value on 
wildlife for both their aesthetic and recreational importance, and be more 
interested in learning more about wildlife through reading, attending meetings 
and visiting with their neighbors. Though they are significantly better educated 
than their counterparts, the placement of wildlife practices on their land seems 
to be related to their frequency of contact with wildlife professionals on the local 
level rather than any age or education factor. 
Non-wildlife-oriented farmers, on the other hand, tend to have somewhat 
larger farms, have attitudes that tend to attribute lesser value to wildlife than 
their counterparts and tend not to seek out information about wildlife from 
either media or conservation agency personnel. 
Many farmers identified as "non-wildlife-oriented" do value wildlife, 
although not nearly to the same degree as their wildlife-oriented counterparts. 
Even so, ll%-44% of non-wildlife-oriented farmers participate in wildlife-related 
activities which indicates the importance of these activities in the lives of many 
lowans, including these farmers. Well over half agreed with the view that 
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"wildlife have as much right to exist on this land as I do." Iowa farmers are not 
dissimilar from the general population in Iowa. According to the 1985 National 
Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife Associated Recreation, about 35% of 
Iowa's population participate in hunting and fishing and 93% of lowans aged 16 
and over engage in some sort of wildlife-related recreation (U.S. Dept. Interior 
1988). 
That farmers view wildlife differently is reflected not only in their answers 
on the survey to attitudinal and practice questions but also in the voluntary 
comments they submitted. Many mentioned the conflict between economics 
and wildlife: "I feel that as farmers we need to protect the environment but not 
to the point of elevating animals to a higher status than ourselves. We need to 
make a profit to survive as a business. " Even some wildlife-oriented farmers 
echoed that feeling. Many felt that losses to deer and other species were beyond 
what they deemed reasonable. (One notable exception was the farmer who 
wrote: "...Coyotes get a few sheep, but its good to hear a scream now and then!") 
Two even called upon the Genesis verse that urges humans to "subdue" the 
earth and "have dominion...over every living thing...." to justify their actions 
regarding wildlife. 
Several farmers mentioned wildlife successes as evidence that no more 
habitat work needs to be done: "The increase in numbers of wildlife in the last 
30 years has been tremendous. Animals that are quite common now weren't 
present then. Wildlife is certainly able to thrive and multiply under today's 
culture in our area." One praised the work of wildlife and conservation agencies: 
"The amount of and different types of animals, birds, fish and other species have 
improved immensely through the past 52 years. The only way that this could 
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have happened so fast is a balance between farmer, rancher, landowner and 
outstanding management through the DNR and local agencies." More often, 
however, they decried the increase in regulation: "A little education and 
common sense go a long way to solve problems without involvement from the 
government." 
Still others complained of the attitudes of other farmers and county road 
crews: "We could increase wildlife habitat tremendously in this state if we didn't 
have the mow-manage-manicure-control mentality for all our outdoor areas!" 
The attitudinal conflicts are evident in such statements as: "I would not farm if 
wildlife were not present." and "Man's interests must come before that of the 
animals. Man must feed himself and survive economically on the land without 
undue restrictions placed on him to protect wildlife." Farmers are certainly not 
of a single mind. 
Such diversity helps explain why the regression model only accounts for 31 % 
of the variance in the PWILDLIF factor. Through the complex interactions of 
attitudes, reinforcement by peers and affinity groups, information gleaned from 
reading and electronic media, and the influence of both altruism and self-
interest, farmers make decisions about the types of management they pursue on 
their land. Economic realities, personnel or equipment limitations, and time 
restrictions often intervene to prevent both wildlife-oriented and non-wildife-
oriented farmers from doing all that they perhaps would like. Evidence from 
this survey and others indicates that if we can control the impact of those 
intervening factors, farmers are generally receptive to putting practices on the 
land that will be favorable for wildlife. What must be found is a balance. 
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Balancing wildlife needs with crop production objectives will require more 
intensive management by farmers (Best 1990). Decisions to adopt different 
management strategies are complex and often require a wide variety of inputs. 
Nowak (1983) detailed the obstacles for farmers at each stage of adoption of 
conservation tillage. Similar to many habitat management practices, such tillage 
systems require more, not less, intensive management and benefits are often not 
immediately apparent to the landowner. Knowledgeable professionals are 
needed one-on-one at every stage for information and follow-up. 
The influence of both neighbors and conservation professionals that appears 
in the model is consistent with other research. The tendency of farmers to prefer 
personal sources of information over impersonal ones has been found both in 
developing countries (Feder and Slade 1985) and in agriculturally advanced 
countries (Miller and Bromley 1989; Warner 1983; Svoboda 1984; Kelley 1981). 
Personal contacts with other farmers and with professionals who act as "change 
agents" appear to be critical in persuading farmers to adopt agricultural practices 
that favor wildlife. 
Farmers in this survey seem to want economic assistance. Over half of both 
groups agreed that "farmers should be paid by the government to save habitat for 
wildlife." But, among non-wildlife-oriented farmers, 14% fewer agreed that 
"financial incentives would encourage me to do more for wildlife on my farm." 
It is clear that economics alone is not the determining factor in wildlife practices. 
Although gross farm sales and farm income were correlated with PWILDLIF 
(Table 11), these variables fell out quickly in the regression analysis and are not 
part of the model (Table 12). 
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Though some authors argue that wildlife agencies should capitalize on 
economic incentives for farmers (Noonan and Zagata 1982), others point out that 
economics, while influential, are a weak incentive for long-term habitat 
management. Relying upon economic motivations for habitat preservation only 
delays the demise of the habitat until it becomes more profitable to destroy it 
(Swenson 1983). One farmer in our survey recognized that as well, saying that "if 
payments are needed to get desired behavior patterns, the program is doomed to 
failure; for when payments stop, old behavior patterns will return." 
It is heartening that many farmers value wildlife and implement wildlife 
practices for other than economic reasons. Kirby et al. (1981) found similar 
attitudes in his study of Missouri farmers. As in Missouri, I found that wildlife 
has a substantial value to farmers unrelated to economics; that value is the 
strongest basis for any private land habitat management program. 
At the same time, we cannot ignore that there are many who are motivated 
by economics. Another predictive factor in our model is the "habitat value" 
factor. Wildlife-oriented farmers in our survey are more inclined to agree that 
"wildlife habitat on my farm adds to its market value" than are non-wildlife-
oriented farmers. Again, we must find a balance between base values and 
economics. We must recognize that economic, informational, and physical 
assistance in establishing practices will all help motivate farmers to participate, 
but it is their attitude toward wildlife that will keep them there. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
The implications for wildlife management involve the ways wildlife 
managers work with farmers, that segment of society which controls the 
majority of land in the upper Midwest. Like any given sector of the population, 
farmers are not a single entity, speaking and acting in a single voice. Although 
they are predominantly rural in their upbringing, their attitudes, opinions, and 
expressed behaviors vary widely, just as they do in the rest of society. 
Perhaps what wildlife professionals should seek, then, is not a singular 
method for reaching "the farmer" but rather multiple methods for different 
kinds of farmers. Wildlife managers must recognize that, like biologists, 
farmers' values vary. Some will be persuaded to manage their land for wildlife 
because they like to hunt or fish and they perceive it to be in their self-interest to 
do so; others will set aside habitat simply because they like to see wildlife around. 
Some will try a management technique because they have their land paid for and 
can afford to risk losing some crop; others will try it only if they are paid to do so. 
Some will alter their land management after reading about it in a farm magazine 
or seeing it on TV; others will do so only after their neighbors have proven it 
successful and if they are convinced that there are no drawbacks. Some will 
change a practice because a conservation professional has asked them to; others 
will never implement a practice recommended to them by some "government 
agent" and must be reached through their peers. Some will likely never be 
convinced. 
So what multiplicity of methods will work? In part, it may be what wildlife 
professionals are already doing, only more so: 
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1. Write popular articles on management for newspapers and magazines-
but seek to get them in magazines and newspapers that farmers are likely to read. 
To just put them in the state wildlife agency's magazine is largely "preaching to 
the converted." Rather, we should seek to get articles into mainstream farm 
publications and orient them to farmers. 
2. Host field days, not just at publicly-owned management areas but rather on 
the land of working farmers who have implemented wildlife practices along 
with their farming. The visit with neighbors who have successfully 
implemented a practice has long been a preferred method for technology 
transfer. Wildlife managers should emulate that approach with farmers. 
3. Work more closely with SCS, ASCS, Extension, and others to make certain 
they have the necessary and correct information (as it is currently known) to pass 
on to farmers regarding the implementation and effects of given practices. 
4. Spend less time at the desk composing brochures and letters for 
landowners and more time with landowners on their land. This research 
supports the idea, once again, that the art of persuasion is best practiced one-to-
one. It supports the idea that wildlife professionals act as critical "change agents" 
in the move to agricultural practices that are favorable to wildlife. 
5. In an age of fewer staff and smaller budgets, administrators and legislators 
must be persuaded that, in terms of convincing landowners to put wildlife 
practices on the land, people in the field, talking with farmers, are critical to 
success. A videotape, sent through the mail or over a satellite, is no substitute. 
In a study of available state management programs for private land, Wigley and 
Melchiors (1987) calculated that approximately 1 wildlife employee is available 
for every 2 million hectares of private land. That is far from adequate. 
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6. Work more closely with private conservation groups to provide support 
for farmers to implement specific habitat practices. As this research shows, many 
farmers have attitudes that are positive toward wildlife and may, if properly 
motivated, implement wildlife practices on their land. Some simply need the 
economic means to make it possible; others will be motivated if economic 
assistance is available. 
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ABSTRACT 
A survey of the attitudes, practices, and behaviors of two selected groups of 
Iowa farmers was conducted in 1991. The 822 respondents were chosen based on 
whether they were "wildlife-oriented" or "non-wildlife-oriented" based on the 
practices they use on their land. Both groups had substantial portions (65% and 
44%, respectively) of hunters. Respondents were divided on the basis of whether 
or not they hunted. 
Farmer-hunters were found to farm smaller acreages, engage in other 
wildlife-associated activities more, and were more likely to have hunted as 
children than non-hunting farmers. Their hunting activity was found to be 
correlated with practices on their farms that were specifically favorable to 
wildlife. Farmer-hunters accorded significantly higher value to wildlife for both 
aesthetic and recreational purposes. Non-hunting farmers were more likely 
than farmer-hunters to favor lease-hunting, though farmer-hunters were evenly 
split on the issue. According to multiple regression analyses hunting, some 
attitudinal variables, youth activity variables, and contact with conservation 
professionals are significantly related to farmers' attitude toward hunting and to 
the wildlife habitat practices they put on their land. Implications for wildlife 
management are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Some 316,000 lowans age 16 years or older (approximately 12% of the total 
population in that age range) participate in hunting, spending over 4.8 million 
days and nearly $95 million annually (U.S. Dept. Interior 1988). Yet, managed 
public hunting areas in Iowa make up only 0.7% of Iowa's total land base of 36 
million acres. With less than 1% of the total land available for public hunting, 
hunters must depend upon private land owners to maintain wildlife habitat to 
sustain wildlife populations. 
Research in other parts of the U.S. has shown that an increasing number of 
landowners are posting their land against hunting (Brown et al. 1984; Guynn and 
Schmidt 1984; Wright et al. 1988). Leased land for hunting, long a tradition in 
Texas, is increasing in popularity in other parts of the country in recent years 
(Burger and Teer 1981; Thomas and Adams 1985; Jordan and Workman 1989). 
Iowa and other states in the upper midwest have had an equally long tradition of 
free hunting on private land. The 1985 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and 
Wildlife Associated Recreation (U.S. Dept. Interior 1988) showed that the north 
central region has the highest participation rates in hunting in the country. This 
may be due, in part, to the concept of free public hunting on private land 
(Swensen 1983). 
Over 90% of Iowa's land base is used for various agricultural purposes (Skow 
and Holden 1990). The average Iowa farm has over 300 acres in row-crops-
primarily corn and soybeans-and 73 acres in hay and pasture (Padgitt 1989). Just 
over 2.1 million acres are enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), 
with most of that in grassland. Fewer than 12,000 acres of CRP are planted to 
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trees (Haks 1992). Outside of these acreages, little is known about Iowa farmers' 
management of their land for wildlife. 
In 1990, two and one-half pages of the twelve page Iowa Farm and Rural Life 
Poll were devoted to questions concerning Iowa farmers' attitudes about wildlife. 
The poll sought farmers' opinions about the importance of wildlife, farm-
wildlife issues, farm practices that affect wildlife, and their sources of 
information regarding wildlife (Lasley and Kettner, 1990). While an earlier study 
examined lowans' beliefs about wildlife management (Wywailowski and 
Dahlgren 1985), this poll, with over 2,200 Iowa farmers responding, was one of 
the few attempts to deal with farm wildlife issues directly. (See appendix A for 
the wildlife-related questions on that poll.) 
A second survey, conducted in 1991, was targeted at understanding the 
differences between wildlife-oriented and non-wildlife-oriented farmers. 
Among other issues, this survey sought to gain information on the importance 
of hunting and hunting-related experiences to these two groups of farmers. 
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METHODS 
The 1990 Iowa Farm and Rural Life Poll was conducted in March and April of 
1990 using a statewide random sample of 3,054 farm operators. Specific 
methodology used in that poll is detailed in Lasley (1985). Some 2,288 usable 
surveys were returned. Some results from that poll are reported here for 
comparison purposes. 
The 1991 survey was administered to a stratified sample of 1,118 farmers 
during the summer of 1991. They were selected by local conservation officials 
from 56 of Iowa's 99 counties. Farmers were divided into two groups: "wildlife-
oriented" and "non-wildlife-oriented" based on observation. "Wildlife-
oriented" farmers were defined as those who readily put a variety of wildlife 
habitat practices on their farms. Conversely, "non-wildlife-oriented" farmers 
were those who, for one reason or another, do not put or maintain wildlife 
habitat on their land or may even be hostile to it. Approximately 20 farmers 
were selected from each of the 56 counties, 10 in each of the two categories. This 
dichotomous sample was chosen to enable identification of factors common to 
each group. One might view this sample as representing the two extremes of the 
normal curve of Iowa farmers. 
The survey consisted of 25 questions on 10 pages (186 variables). (See 
Appendix B for a complete copy of the survey.) Questions required respondents 
to check or circle most answers, with short blanks to fill in on only 3 questions. 
Likert scales were used on 2 questions regarding attitudes. One consisted of a 5-
point scale, from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". The other was a 7-point 
opinion scale from "of little importance" to "of great importance". Space was 
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provided at the end of the survey for respondents to write any additional 
comments. Some 33% of respondents chose to do so. 
Using the "total design method" (Dillman 1978), all 1,118 survey participants 
were mailed a cover letter, survey, postage-paid return envelope and a pencil (a 
"token" to encourage them to return the survey) in mid-June 1991. One week 
later they were all mailed a postcard, reminding them of the survey and urging 
them to complete and return it. Three weeks after the initial mailing, non-
respondents were sent another letter, a survey, and a return envelope. At seven 
weeks after the initial mailing, a fourth and final letter, survey and envelope 
were sent to non-respondents. In total, 479 "wildlife-oriented" and 343 "non-
wildlife-oriented" farmers responded to the survey using this method. The 
response rates for each mailing indicate that the majority (68%) responded 
within 3 weeks of the initial mailing. A few surveys were returned as late as 14 
weeks after the initial mailing. Farmers from all 56 surveyed counties returned 
surveys (Figure 1). A total of 822 farmers returned usable surveys. Not every 
question was answered by every farmer so percentages do not reach 100 percent 
in every category. No attempt was made to assess non-response bias. 
Data were recorded and summarized using the Excel 3.0 spreadsheet 
(Microsoft Corp. 1990) and statistically analyzed using Systat 5.1 (Wilkinson 1989) 
on a Macintosh SE/30 enhanced computer. Chi-square analysis was performed 
according to Steele and Torrie (1960). Pearson correlations with Bonferroni 
probability and multiple regression analysis were performed according to 
Wilkinson (1989). 
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RESULTS 
Wildlife-oriented versus non-wildlife-oriented farmers 
Some results of the 1991 survey are analyzed in Section I of this dissertation. 
Briefly stated, they indicate that the two groups of farmers are demographically 
similar in their age, education, politics, and family composition, though wildlife-
oriented farmers had significantly more formal education than their non-
wildlife-oriented counterparts. Wildlife-oriented farmers in Iowa tend to be 
farmers with significantly smaller acreages overall, with smaller farm incomes, 
with fewer acres devoted to row-crops, and with more diverse landscapes that 
more often include trees, streams, CRP acres or other non-agricultural land than 
farmers who are not wildlife-oriented. 
Principal components analysis was performed (Harman 1976) on survey 
questions regarding farmers' application of 20 land management practices that 
are directly or indirectly favorable for wildlife. Wildlife-oriented farmers were 
significantly more likely to use all except two of the practices than non-wildlife-
oriented farmers. For further analysis, the land management practices were 
factored into three weighted groups: PWILDLIF, PTILLAGE, and PPOND. 
PWILDLIF represents practices farmers specifically use to enhance wildlife 
habitat that require conscious investments of time and/or money for the farmer 
to use them. PTILLAGE are practices that are conducted primarily to reduce soil 
erosion and their wildlife value is mostly incidental to the primary agricultural 
use of the land. PPOND consists of practices that are pond or wetland-related and 
that may enhance wildlife but are not necessarily done specifically to benefit 
wildlife. According to correlation and multiple regression analysis, the 
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PWILDLIF factor is associated with predictive farmer attitudinal variables that 
value wildlife for aesthetic and recreational purposes, with their relationship 
with a wildlife biologist, with their attendance at meetings and talks with their 
neighbors to learn about wildlife, and with their participation in fishing and 
feeding wildlife. 
Hunting proportion: 
Wildlife-oriented farmers are significantly more likely to be hunters (65%) 
than are non-wildlife-oriented farmers (44%). The statewide average from the 
1990 Poll was 34% hunters (Lasley and Kettner 1990). Wildlife-oriented farmers 
that hunt also engage in the sport nearly twice as often (mean of 17 times per 
year) as do non-wildlife-oriented farmer hunters (mean of 9 times per year.) 
Because of the relatively high proportion of hunters in each group, wildlife-
oriented and non-wildlife-oriented farmers were combined and then separated 
for further analysis on the basis of whether or not they hunted. Farmer-hunters 
numbered 441 and non-hunting farmers were 348 in total. Thirty-three farmers 
did not indicate whether or not they hunted and were excluded from this 
analysis. 
Farmer-hunters versus non-hunting farmers: 
Hunting is not the only wildlife-related activity in which farmer-hunters 
participate. They are significantly more likely to also be anglers, birdwatchers, 
feeders of wildlife, and wildlife photographers (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Wildlife related activities of Iowa farmer hunters and non-hunting 
farmers 
Activity Group (n)* Percent participating 
Fishing Farmer-Hunters (423) 78% 
Non-hunting Farmers (345) 26% 
Feeding wildlife Farmer-Hunters (395) 71% 
Non-hunting Farmers (342) 44% 
Bird watching Farmer-Hunters (372) 58% 
Non-hunting Farmers (340) 37% 
Wildlife photog. Farmer-Hunters (353) 29% 
Non-hunting Farmers (321) 13% 
Chi-square significant difference, p<.001 between groups in every activity. 
^Numbers vary due to "no answers" in each category. 
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Farmer-hunters, like the wildlife-oriented farmers described earlier, also farm 
smaller acreages than their non-hunting counterparts (Table 2). Some 96% of 
adult farmer-hunters hunted as children (Table 3) compared to a significantly 
smaller 71% proportion of non-hunting farmers (Chi-square, p<.001). Frequency 
of hunting as a youth seems related to adult hunting habits, as well. 
Both farmer-hunters and non-hunting farmers are likely to allow others to 
hunt on their land. When asked if they allowed others to hunt or fish on their 
land if they asked permission, 93% of farmer-hunters and 85% of non-hunting 
farmers said "yes." 
Table 2. Mean farm size of Iowa farmer-hunters and non-hunting farmers 
Group* Owned and Rented Acres Owned Acres Only 
Farmer-hunter (n=441) 633 acres 352 acres 
Non-hunting farmer (n=348) 736 acres 446 acres 
* Significant difference between farmer groups based on Chi-square, p<.01. 
Table 3. Hunting as children by adult Iowa farmers 
% % % 
Hunted Hunted Never 
Group* Often Sometimes Hunted 
Farmer-hunter: 63 33 4 
Non-hunting farmer: 22 49 29 
* Significant difference between farmer groups based on Chi-square, p<.001. 
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Attitudes between wildlife-oriented and non-wildlife-oriented farmers differ 
significantly (Section I). The same is true of the attitudes of farmer-hunters and 
non-hunting farmers. Farmer-hunters differ significantly from their non-
hunting counterparts on every one of the wildlife issues presented to them 
(Table 4). Farmer-hunters are significantly more prone than their counterparts 
to convey importance to wildlife, to desire to penalize those responsible for 
illegal killing of wildlife, and grant wildlife the right to exist on their land. They 
are also more likely than non-hunting farmers to support government programs 
for wildlife habitat and participate in them. Not surprisingly, farmer-hunters 
accord more importance to game species than non-hunting farmers, though 
nearly half (44%) believe they are no more important than non-game species. 
Non-hunting farmers are significantly more likely than farmer-hunters to agree 
with the concept of lease-hunting. Farmer-hunters are ambivalent about lease-
hunting in Iowa. 
Despite the fact that over 35% and 57% of hunting and non-hunting farmers, 
respectively, expressed support for lease hunting (Table 4), very few farmers 
actually engage in leasing. Just over 2% and 2.9% of farmer-hunters and non-
hunting farmers, respectively, lease any of their land for hunting and fishing. 
Average income from the activity nets only a mean of about $500 in income 
annually. 
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Table 4. Comparison of farmer-hunter and non-hunting farmers' opinions on 
some wildlife issues 
Percent answering: (Hunter/Non-Hunter)* 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree 
The presence of wildlife on my farm 
is important to me 75/49 21/36 2/8 2/3 1/3 
Illegal killing of wildlife should result in 
stiff penalties 67/57 20/26 7/8 3/6 3/3 
Wildlife have as much right to exist on 
this land as I do 50/34 28/38 7/11 8/10 7/8 
Farmers should be paid by the government 
to save habitat for wildlife 36/27 29/27 20/22 8/13 6/10 
Financial incentives would encourage me to 
do more for wildlife on my farm.... 32/18 30/32 22/27 8/13 8/11 
Hunters should have to pay for (lease) land 
on which to hunt in Iowa 14/32 21/25 30/28 15/10 20/5 
Game wildlife species are more important 
to me than non-game wildlife 12/4 30/12 15/32 24/27 20/25 
*Farmer-hunters and non-hunting farmers differ significantly on every statement. Chi-square 
values significant at the p<.001 for every question except "illegal killing..." where p<.05. 
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The importance these farmers place on wildlife also differs with the hunting 
factor. Farmer-hunters are significantly more likely to attach importance to the 
role of wildlife in maintaining a balance in nature, in providing viewing 
pleasure, and in the enjoyment of just knowing they exist (Table 5). Not 
surprisingly, non-hunting farmers tend to attach little importance to wildlife for 
hunting or for food. A majority of both farmer groups also tend to give little 
importance to wildlife as a source of furs, though hunter-farmers still differ 
significantly from their non-hunting counterparts (Table 5). 
Multiple regression analysis was used to separate out factors which may 
contribute to attitudinal formation and behavior that enhances wildlife habitat 
on farmers' land. 
According to regression analysis of the hunting attitude variable ('Trovide an 
opportunity for hunting". Table 5), over half the variance in answers (r2=.511) 
can be explained by variables that include whether or not they hunt presently, 
hunted and participated in other outdoor activities as children, value the 
opportunity to see wildlife, believe that game species are important, and other 
variables (Table 6). 
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Table 5. Importance of wildlife to Iowa farmer-hunters and non-hunting 
farmers 
Farmer-Hunters—Percent answering:* 
Non-hunting Farmers-Percent answering:* 
Of Little Of Great 
Importance < > Importance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Help maintain a balance 2 2 2 13 13 19 49 
in nature 7 2 5 13 IS 24 3Ï 
Provide enjoyment from 2 2 5 12 11 22 45 
knowing that they exist 8 5 7 12 19 20 30 
Provide viewing pleasure in 3 4 5 10 14 23 40 
person or in pictures 10 6 9 15 16 18 27 
Provide an opportunity for 7 4 9 15 16 17 32 
hunting 42 14 12 16 8 4 4 
Provide a source of food 16 11 13 22 11 11 16 
37 15 13 U 10 6 6 
Provide a source of furs 28 15 10 19 12 6 9 
51 16 8 12 8 6 2 
*Fanner-hunters differ significantly from non-hunting farmers on every question. Chi-square 
values significant at the p<.001 level on all six opinion questions. 
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Table 6. Model of Iowa farmers' attitudes toward hunting as a function of other 
attltudlnal and activity variables 
Variable Coefficient Stand. Error t value P(2 tail) 
Hunts^ 1.501 .130 11.527 .000 
YBIOLOG2 .123 .035 3.556 .000 
YINDIVID2 .122 .035 3.514 .000 
Food value^ .280 .030 9.370 .000 
View value^ .232 .033 7.004 .000 
Lease hunting^ .175 .045 3.869 .000 
Game importance^ .339 .046 7.344 .000 
R2=:.511 Standard Error of Estimate: 1.530 
Analysis of variance 
Source Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F-Ratio 
Regression 1843.53 7 263.362 112.458 
Residual 1761.086 752 2.342 
^ "Hunts" is a dichotomous variable that separates farmers that said they participate in hunting 
from those farmers who do not. 
2 Weighted factor scores, (determined by principal components analysis of answers to a list of 
youth activities). YBIOLOG ("Youth-biological") includes such activities as "looked for 
wildflowers", "collected rocks", "collected insects", "planted trees", "planted a garden", and "kept 
records of when birds or mammals came and left seasonally." YINDIVID ("Youth-individual") 
includes such activities as "hunted", "fished", "had a 'wild place' where I would go to be alone", 
"read nature-related stories and books", "went mushroom, nut or berry hunting", and"was 
considered to be an outdoors person by my peers." 
^ "View value" and "Food value" are attitudinal variables derived from a 7-point Likert scale of 
importance. They are included in Table 5 of this paper. 
^ "Lease hunting" and "Game importance" are attitudinal variables from a 5 point Likert scale. 
They are included in Table 4 of this paper. 
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According to Pearson correlation of hunting with land practice values, 
farmer-hunters are more likely to put practices on their land that are specifically 
favorable to wildlife than are non-hunting farmers. Hunting was related (r=.251, 
p<.001) to PWILDLIF and more weakly to PPOND (r=.123, p<.008) but not to 
PTILLAGE. This suggests that for the practices associated with PHLLAGE, 
although they may be favorable for wildlife, their wildlife value is probably not 
paramount in importance to the farmer implementing them. They are 
consistent with the dominant use of the land for farming and their wildlife 
value is incidental, if not unintentional. 
Similarly, regression analysis of the wildlife variable (PWILDLIF) showed that 
hunting, "YINDIVID" (a variable consisting of weighted scores of youthful 
activities that includes hunting as a youth and several other activities) and 
"YBIOLOG" (a variable consisting of weighted scores of youth activities 
involving biology) are significant predictors of pro-wildlife practices (Table 7). 
Other significant contributing factors are some attitudes regarding wildlife and 
the extent to which a farmer is in contact with conservation professionals 
(r2=.361,p<.001). 
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Table 7. Multiple regression analysis of several variables on the pro-wildlife 
(PWILDLIF) variable of Iowa farmers 
Variable 
YBIOLOGi 
YINDIVIDi 
Meetings^ 
DNR biologist^ 
Hunts* 
Coefficient 
.110 
.070 
.393 
.404 
.238 
Stand. Erroi: 
.026 
.026 
.067 
.060 
.095 
t value 
4.251 
2.730 
5.897 
6.745 
2.498 
P(2tail) 
.000 
.006 
.000 
.000 
.013 
R2 = .275 Standard Error of Estimate: 1.124 
Analysis of variance 
Source Sum of Squares DF* Mean Square F-Ratio P 
Regression 348.375 5 69.675 55.157 .000 
Residual 918.359 727 1.263 
* N is smaller due to missing values in some variables. Systat includes only those farmers that 
have answers for every variable in the regression. 
^ Weighted factor scores, (determined by principal components analysis of answers to a list of 
youth activities). "YBIOLOG" includes such activities as "looked for wildflowers", "collected 
rocks", "collected insects", "planted trees", "planted a garden", and "kept records of when birds or 
mammals came and left seasonally." "YINDIVID" includes such activities as "hunted", "fished", 
"had a 'wild place' where I would go to be alone", "read nature-related stories and books", "went 
mushroom, nut or berry hunting", and"was considered to be an outdoors person by my peers." 
2 An activity variable correlated with the pro-wildlife practices factor concerning how often the 
farmer would "attend a meeting to lobby for wildlife." 
^ This variable relates to how often (if ever) a farmer has phoned or visited with the DNR 
biologist to seek advice about wildlife, wildlife habitat, or wildlife problems. 
* "Hunts" is a dichotomous variable that separates farmers that said they participate in hunting 
from those farmers who do not. 
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DISCUSSION 
The hunting community has long claimed that hunters contribute 
significantly to the creation and retention of wildlife habitat (N.S.S.F. 1989). This 
research finds that hunting is a contributing factor to the decisions of farmers to 
put positive wildlife habitat practices on their land. These practices are not, as 
Applegate (1981) suggested, merely a byproduct of the dominant agricultural use 
of the land. Rather, they have required both economic and labor input on the 
part of the farmer. Their motivation for this investment is important to 
understanding why others do not engage in such practices. Regression analysis 
of the pro-wildlife practice variable (PWILDLIF) showed that hunting was a 
significant contributor to explaining the variance. Other factors are explored in 
the other paper of this dissertation (Section 1). 
Hunting may contribute to a farmer's willingness to put positive wildlife 
habitat practices on the land through selfish motivation: the more wildlife, the 
more there is to hunt. That simple explanation, however, belies the fact that 
hunters are also more likely than their non-hunting counterparts to be anglers, 
birdwatchers, wildlife feeders, and wildlife photographers. Certainly the 
motivation to have more game is a factor, but not an all-important one. Some 
67% of the farmer-hunter cohort is made up of wildlife-oriented farmers (297 of 
441 farmer-hunters). The remaining 33% of the farmer-hunter cohort consists of 
non-wildlife-oriented farmers—farmers with few wildlife practices on their land. 
For these farmer-hunters, then, a selfish motivation (more game to hunt) is 
apparently insufficient. Of the 72% of farmers in a Virginia study who indicated 
that they wanted to improve wildlife habitat on their land, only 21% indicated 
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the reason was to "improve hunting opportunities for self" (Miller and Bromley 
1989). 
Among other factors that contributed to positive wildlife practices were two 
youth variables, "YBIOLOG" and "YINDIVID". These factors suggest that 
youthful activities such as collecting rocks, insects, wildflowers, nuts or 
mushrooms, planting trees or a garden, reading books about wildlife, having a 
"wild place" in which to seek solitude, fishing and hunting are all formative in 
producing adults who not only hunt but put in time and money specifically for 
wildlife on their land. Westervelt and Llewellyn (1985) also noted the positive 
influence of such activities on children's attitude formation about wildlife. That 
it should be correlated with adult behavior toward wildlife may be reassuring to 
parents and educators. Many youthful outdoor activities contribute to the 
formation of attitudes that contribute to adult attitudes and behaviors favorable 
to wildlife. It is in the interest of the conservation community to make certain 
that young people have opportunities to experience such outdoor activities. 
(These factors will be explored further in another paper, not included in this 
dissertation.) One of these important youthful activities is hunting. Applegate 
(1981) suggested that "most wildlife values accrue from recreational hunting" (p. 
64). Although my data are insufficient to confirm such a statement, they do 
indicate that, at least among Iowa farmers, hunting certainly has an important 
influence. 
If hunting as a youth and subsequent hunting as an adult is a positive 
correlate of getting pro-wildlife practices on the land, then wildlife professionals 
must concern themselves with the factors that influence youthful hunting and 
hunter retention. This research found that 71% of the non-hunting farmers in 
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this study—over half of which are not wildlife-oriented-had hunted at least 
"sometimes" in their youth (Table 3). If hunting is, as is suggested, a positive 
influence on farmers putting wildlife practices on their land, wildlife 
professionals should seek ways to improve hunter retention. What caused them 
to stop hunting? 
Much has been written about the timing, quality, and content of youth hunter 
education programs across the U.S. Because the mean age of farmers in this 
survey was 50 years, probably few of the farmers have gone through such courses 
as it was not required when they were young hunters. Retention due to such 
training, therefore, cannot be measured in this group. Recently, some 
researchers have suggested that there is more to hunter education than just the 
course offered by state wildlife agencies through volunteer instructors. The 
motivation to hunt and to continue to hunt must be reinforced by positive role-
modeling of other hunters and/or by family members (Applegate 1984, 1989; 
More 1984; Decker and Purdy 1986). The importance of some mechanism of 
social support-be it family or community-based~for the hunting interest of 
youth and adults is critical to their retention as hunters (Brown et al. 1987). 
The changing fabric of rural family structures, resulting in many farmers 
seeking off-farm employment in order to survive financially, will likely 
contribute negatively to maintaining family support and role-modeling for 
young hunters. It is up to the larger hunting community to find ways of linking 
up with these youth if they are to be retained as hunters. New systems of 
licensing, educating, and training of hunters deserve careful consideration and 
support of the whole conservation community if young hunters are to continue 
to be recruited and retained (Decker and Connelly 1990; Heberlein 1991.) As 
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Brown et al. (1987) recognized, maintaining recruitment and continued 
participation in hunting is a population dynamics problem. It is up to the adult 
hunting community and wildlife agencies to respond. 
Other researchers have linked hunting abandonment to the lack of hunting 
opportunities (Swenson 1983). A 1986 study showed that state wildlife 
administrators perceive hunter access to private lands is a problem in all 50 states 
(Wright and Kaiser 1986). With less than 1% of the land base of Iowa in public 
ownership and managed for public hunting, the posting of private land against 
hunting is of potential concern. While farmers were not asked on this survey 
specifically if they had posted their land against hunting, the vast majority of 
both groups of farmers indicated that, if asked permission to hunt, they would 
grant it. This is similar to the reactions of landowners in some other states 
(Kirby et al. 1981; Kelley 1981; Brown et al. 1984; Ruff and Isaac 1987). 
On the surface, it would appear that there is not a problem in access to private 
land for hunting in Iowa. Many farmers volunteered in their written 
comments, however, that many hunters do not ask and they had, therefore, 
closed their land. 
Hunter behavior has been addressed by other researchers in other states, as 
well. It is often cited as the primary reason for both posting of land against 
hunting and for refusal by landowners to improve wildlife habitat: that is, 
improved habitat might attract more hunters (Kelley 1981; Kirby et al. 1981; 
McLaughlin 1981; Brown et al. 1984, Guynn and Schmidt 1984; Wright and Kaiser 
1986; Ruff and Isaac 1987; Wright et al. 1988). Several studies have documented 
legal and ethical lapses of hunters in a variety of situations (Jackson, et al. 1979; 
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Bromley et al. 1989) that appear to confirm, at least in part, the image many 
landowners have of "slob hunters." 
Perhaps the reason for non-retention of some farmers in the hunter cohort is 
the desire to disassociate themselves from the behavior of other hunters. 
Indeed, a primary concern of Iowa farmers-wildlife-oriented and non-wildlife-
oriented, farmer-hunter and non-hunters alike-is the behavior of hunters who 
use their land. Of the 271 respondents who wrote voluntary comments at the 
end of the survey, over 60 contained comments regarding unsportsmanlike and 
illegal behavior of hunters. Among the comments were statements concerning 
hunting from vehicles, wasting of killed game, shooting buildings, vehicles, and 
livestock, road hunting, trespass, rudeness, inconsiderateness, crop destruction 
from hunter off-road-vehicles, failure to close gates, poaching, large hunter 
groups and deer drives. Mentioned prominently for ridicule by many in this 
survey were road hunting and deer drives. Trespassing and poaching were often 
mentioned as illegal activities. 
As in the training of young hunters, the hunting community must respond 
to change this image or hunters may find themselves posted out from hunting 
on much of the quality private hunting land in the state. Posting behavior in 
other states has been found to be related not to socio-economic or moral beliefs of 
landowners, but rather whether or not the landowner has had a bad experience 
with a hunter or other recreational user (Brown et al. 1984). A single bad 
experience appears to count more to land owners than many good ones and can 
lead to immediate posting against hunting (Kelley 1981). 
Wrestling with a poor image is not new to hunters, nor is it peculiar to them. 
Many groups-doctors, lawyers, police, legislators, and even farmers-struggle 
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with the images the larger public has of them. The difference between these 
groups and hunters, however, is that they are not likely to disappear simply 
because of a tarnished image. Hunters, however—already in a minority in the 
nation (U.S. Dept. Interior 1988)~certainly could disappear if their image causes 
landowners to deny access to land on which to hunt. As this research shows, this 
bodes ill not only for the hunting community and the traditions of hunting in 
this country, but quite likely for the wildlife resource itself. 
Another reaction of some landowners who wish to control the use of their 
land has been the advent of lease-hunting. While it has grown in Texas and a 
few other states (Burger and Teer 1981; Thomas and Adams 1985) it has met with 
varying degrees of success in others. Landowners often resort to leasing in order 
to maintain control over who hunts on their land. Except in Texas and a few 
western states, it seldom provides any large economic return to the landowner 
(Guynn and Schmidt 1984; Ruff and Isaac 1987; Jordan and Workman 1989). 
Further, it seldom results in better habitat management for wildlife; rather, 
investments are more often made to accommodate the paying hunter (Applegate 
1981; Jordan and Workman 1989). 
Despite the fact that many Iowa farmers express support for the idea of lease-
hunting (Table 4), few actually engage in it. These results are consistent with 
those in Wisconsin and Virginia on lease-hunting (Ruff and Isaac 1987; Miller 
and Bromley 1989). As in Iowa, 4% or less of responding landowners actually 
lease their land. Were it not for perceived hunter behavior problems and fear of 
liability exposure, more landowners might turn to leasing to control hunter 
access. 
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There is considerable ambivalence among Iowa farmer-hunters on lease-
hunting. While some 35% of farmer-hunters disagree or strongly disagree with 
it, a matching 35% of farmer-hunters and over half of non-hunting farmers 
agree or strongly agree with it (Table 4). Several other concerns were noted, as 
well. Several farmers in this survey took note of what they perceive to be 
obligations to the larger society, an ethical stance against lease-hunting, that was 
also present in Wisconsin (Ruff and Isaac 1987). They realized that farming is a 
business and that opportunities for income cannot be overlooked. At the same 
time, some farmers expressed understanding of the tradition of free hunting on 
private land that is present in Iowa. Several mentioned the issue when they 
wrote comments at the end of the survey. Typical of comments received was: "I 
believe lease hunting is going to prohibit my children from the privilege of 
hunting. Within 10 years I believe only the rich will be able to hunt." A few, 
however, indicated "more effort should go toward encouraging wildlife 
enterprises for profits and diversified agriculture. Proper wildlife harvest makes 
a good crop, and can make for good income. " The response of the hunting 
community to the challenges presented here will largely determine which of 
these scenarios prevails. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AND SUMMARY 
This survey and the earlier Iowa Farm and Rural Life Poll (Lasley and Kettner 
1990) both indicate moderate to strongly positive attitudes concerning wildlife 
among Iowa farmers, even among those that are not wildlife-oriented in their 
farming practices. In examining a variety of farm practices that can be positive 
for wildlife, a set of practices were factored out and identified as pro-wildlife; that 
is, they were not simply incidental to the dominant use of the land (e.g. farming) 
but rather demanded time and often financial commitment of the farmer to be 
put in place. Weighted scores of those factors were correlated with several social, 
demographic, and behavioral variables using regression analysis. Significant 
among these variables were whether or not the farmer hunts and whether the 
farmer hunted as a youth. Farmer-hunters were found to apply these pro-
wildlife practices significantly more often than non-hunting farmers. They were 
also significantly more likely to participate in other wildlife-related activities, 
including fishing, bird-watching, feeding and photographing wildlife. 
If hunting, as this research concludes, contributes significantly to the 
formation of attitudes and behaviors among farmers that cause them to put 
wildlife practices on their land, it is in the best interest of those interested in 
promoting wildlife habitat to promote responsible hunting. Among the 
detractors for the future of hunting include problems in the attraction and 
retention of young hunters, the poor image of hunters among landowners, and 
the resulting closing of private land or the effective closing of it through leasing. 
The hunting community, including those agencies engaged in wildlife 
management, should become actively involved in these issues. Reform and 
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change of hunter education for both youth and adults should take place with the 
active support of all ethical hunters. Youth must have positive role-models to 
emulate in order to develop strong hunting habits. Adult hunters and wildlife 
agencies should take a more active role in curbing the actions of "slob hunters". 
To not do so could mean the closing of much more private land to hunting. In 
Iowa, hunting on private land is not only a strong tradition but a tradition which 
can bode well for wildlife resources. 
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GENERAL SUMMARY 
Wildlife species play an important role in the lives of millions of Americans. 
According to the 1985 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife 
Associated Recreation, over three quarters of the adult population of the U.S. 
aged 16 years and older-some 140 million Americans-participated in some form 
of wildlife-related recreation that year (U.S. Dept. Interior 1988). In Iowa, that 
same survey estimates that 93% of Iowa's adult population that year-over 2 
million lowans-participated in wildlife-related recreation, including fishing, 
hunting, and various "nonconsumptive" forms of wildlife related education. 
This is one of the highest participation rates in the nation. At the same time, 
over 90% of Iowa's land base is privately owned and managed for agriculture. 
With such a large amount of land in private control, the health and stability of 
wildlife populations depend upon the types of practices landowners, particularly 
farmers, put on their land. 
A statewide survey of 1,118 selected farm operators from 56 Iowa counties was 
conducted during the summer of 1991 to determine their attitudes and behaviors 
toward wildlife. This dissertation is based upon the responses received from 822 
farm operators, a response rate of 75.4%. Some 479 respondents (58%) were 
"wildlife-oriented" farmers, that is they had practices on their land that were 
favorable to wildlife. The remaining 343 respondents (42%) were "non-wildlife-
oriented", that is, they did not put or maintain wildlife habitat on their land or 
may even have been hostile to it. 
The survey examined farmers attitudes and opinions about wildlife and 
wildlife issues, their activities regarding wildlife, specific practices used on their 
land, their contact with various conservation professionals, their sources of 
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information regarding wildlife, wildlife-related activities they participated in as 
youth, their membership in farm, civic and environmental organizations, and a 
variety of demographic factors. 
Wildlife-oriented farmers in Iowa tend to be farmers with smaller acreages 
overall, with smaller farm incomes, with fewer acres devoted to row-crops, and 
with more diverse landscapes that more often include trees, streams, CRP acres 
or other non-agricultural land than farmers who are not wildlife-oriented. 
Wildlife-oriented farmers also engage in more wildlife-related activities, seek 
wildlife information from locally-available sources, and are significantly more 
likely to seek assistance of conservation professionals than are their non-
wildlife-oriented counterparts. Wildlife-oriented farmers also hold opinions 
and have attitudes that accord more value to wildlife for aesthetic and 
recreational purposes. According to regression analysis, these variables are 
associated with management practices the farmers use on their land. 
Because a high portion of farmers in both groups are hunters (65% of wildlife-
oriented and 44% of non-wildlife-oriented farmers), the data were reanalyzed on 
a comparative basis of farmer-hunters versus non-hunting farmers, seeking to 
understand the potential influence of hunting on wildlife-related attitudes and 
behavior. 
Farmer-hunters were found to farm smaller acreages, engage in other 
wildlife-associated activities more, and were more likely to have hunted as 
children than non-hunting farmers. Their hunting activity was found to be 
correlated with practices on their farms that were specifically favorable to 
wildlife. Attitudes of farmer-hunters accorded significantly higher value to 
wildlife for both aesthetic and recreational purposes. Non-hunting farmers were 
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more likely than farmer-hunters to favor lease-hunting, though farmer-hunters 
were evenly split on the issue. Multiple regression analyses showed that 
hunting, some attitudinal variables, youth activity variables, and contact with 
conservation professionals are significantly related to farmers' attitude toward 
hunting and to the habitat practices they put on their land. 
Practices that consistently correlated most closely with attitudes and behaviors 
favoring wildlife were those included in the PWILDLEF factor. That factor 
included practices which were put on the land specifically for wildlife. The other 
two practice factors, PPOND and PTILLAGE, contained practices that, although 
they could be favorable for wildlife species, were not used specifically for wildlife; 
rather, their wildlife value was incidental to the practice. The PWILDLIF factor, 
then, served as a measure of the depth of commitment to wildlife habitat; that it 
should be correlated with attitudes that accord value to wildlife and to other 
wildlife-oriented behaviors is not surprising but is reassuring. 
Regression analyses of the PWILDLIF factor were used to delineate those 
variables which appear to be most predictive of the behaviors implied by the 
factor. These included activities that directly involve uses of wildlife-fishing or 
hunting-and attitudes that place value on wildlife for both aesthetic and 
recreational purposes. Economics was not found to be of particular importance. 
Rather, a critical component appears to be the personal association with some 
wildlife professional. This supports the conclusions of Illinois researchers who 
found such contact to be important in maintaining habitat on roadsides (Warner 
1983). 
This research finds much support for many of the relationships proposed 
between variables in Figure 1 (page 2). No correlation was found between 
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membership in various affinity groups and the practices farmers put on the land. 
Similarly, the association with economics is ambiguous. Relationships suggested 
between other variables, however, are supported by this research. 
To secure more habitat on farmland, wildlife professionals should become 
directly involved with farmers through field days, work with farmers in 
establishment of practices, and write articles that appear in magazines farmers 
are likely to read. Support for hunter education programs-for both youth and 
adults—by wildlife professionals may lessen the animosity toward hunters that 
many farmers feel. Such expressed animosity may prevent some farmers from 
establishing habitat, may cause them to close their land to hunting, or may cause 
them to try leasing their land for hunting. Because hunting is integrally linked 
to good habitat management, negative farmer attitudes may prove detrimental 
to wildlife resources. It is in the best interest of both wildlife and wildlife 
professionals to become directly involved with farmers in order to maintain 
wildlife habitat. 
Other papers will emerge from this research, as well. Analysis of the youth 
activities will lead to a better understanding of these in the formation of adult 
attitudes and behaviors. A small portion of the survey concerned wildlife 
damage on farms and will be analyzed, especially the correlation of damage with 
attitudes and practices. 
Further research in this area is important in furthering our understanding of 
the interrelating roles of economics and attitudes. This research has helped to 
provide some models of likely cooperators in farm-wildlife programs. Further 
research in this area will allow us to better target future educational and habitat 
establishment programs. 
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Appendix A: 
Wildlife-related questions included in 
thel990 "Farm and Rural Life Poll" 
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WILDLIFE ISSUES AND PRACTICES 
8. If wildlife caused damage on your farm last year, estimate the total cost, including losses of 
stored grain, damage to buildings, consumption of livestock grain, and damage to field 
crops. 
dollars 
9. Please indicate whether you do the following activities and if so, how many days In the past 
year you: 
m ÏES 
a. Hunted 1 
b. Fished 1 
c. BIrdwatched 1 
d. Photographed wildlife 1 
Days Spent 
Doing This 
2 If yes, —> 
2 If yes, —> 
2 If yes, —> 
2 If yes, —> 
10. Please answer the following questions by circling the number that best corresponds to your 
opinion about wildlife. 
strongly Somewhat 
Aqmo 
a. The presence of wildlife on my farm 
is important to me 
b. Wildlife have as much right to exist on 
this land as I do 
c. Farmers should be paid by the 
government to save habitat for 
wildlife 
d. Game wildlife species are more 
important to me than non-game 
wildlife 
e. Wildlife habitat on my farm adds to 
its market value 
f. Financial incentives would encourage 
me to do more for wildlife on my farm. 
g. Illegal killing of wildlife should result in 
stiff penalties 
h. Farmers should reduce pesticide use 
that is harmful to wildlife 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
Uncertain Qisaaisa 
3 4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
Somewhat Strongly 
Ciaaotfifl 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
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11. Please Indicate which of the following practices are used on your farm; if the practice is 
not applicable to your farm, please circle "3." 
ïaa Ha 
Not 
Applicable 
a. Leave brushy and weedy fencerows at least 3 feet wide 1 2 3 
b. Have a pond used by fish and wildlife 1 2 3 
c. Have planted grass buffer strips around crop fields for 
wildlife and soil protection .... 1 2 3 
d. Leave some corn rows standing for winter food for wildlife.. .... 1 2 3 
e. Have fenced pond so that livestock cannot wade In It . . . .1 2 3 
f. Have protected grass strips along any stream flowing 
through my property . . . .1 2 3 
g- Have a field windrow with at least 3 rows of trees and shrubs. 1 2 3 
h. Delay mowing in fields and ditches until at least July 1 to 
avoid destroying birds' nests . . . .1 2 3 
i. Have planted shrubs to provide food and cover for wildlife.. . . . .1 2 3 
j. Have planted food plots specifically for wildlife ...1 2 3 
k Have protected or restored wetland for use by wildlife ,...1 2 3 
1. Burn ditches only once every 3 years or on a rotating basis.. ...1 2 3 
m. Have planted CAP acres to trees for wildlife ...1 2 3 
n. Avoid mowing grass waterways until late summer to allow 
birds to nest ...1 2 3 
0. Have planted prairie grasses and flowers ...1 2 3 
p. Leave 3 5 dead standing trees per acre in my woodlot for 
hole-nesting wildlife ...1 2 3 
q. Avoid fall tillage to leave food and cover for wildlife ..1 2 3 
12. Please indicate approximately how often you engage in the following activities: 
At least 
once a 
week 
Once or 
twice a 
month 
Once or 
twice 
per year Never 
a. .Watch TV shows on wildlife 1 2 3 4 
b. Listen to radio programs on wildlife topics 1 2 3 4 
c. Read magazine articles on wildlife topica 1 2 3 4 
d. Read a book about wildlife 1 2 3 4 
e. Attend a meeting to learn about wildlife 1 2 3 4 
f. Attend a meeting to lobby for wildlife 1 2 3 4 
g. Write a letter to a government official about 
wildlife or environmental issues 1 2 3 4 
h. Visit with a neighbor or friend about wildlife 
protection 2 3 4 
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ANIMAL ISSUES 
6. People feel differently about the importance of wild animals. Listed below are several 
ways in which wild animals might be considered important. Please indicate how important 
it is that wild animals: 
Not important Extremely 
aLall Important 
a. Provide an opportunity for hunting „1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Provide viewing pleasure in person 
or in pictures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c. Provide enjoyment from knowing that 
they exist 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d. Help maintain a balance in nature ...1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e. Are a source of food 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f. Are a source of furs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix B: 
1991 Survey 
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Iowa Agriculture and Wildlife 
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of 
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Conducted by 
James Pease 
103 Science II 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
IOWA SWE 
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This survey should be completed by the farm operator, in 
consultation with the operator's spouse or other partner. 
It will take about 20-30 minutes to complete. Thank you 
for your thoughtful answers to this survey. 
1. What wildlife have you seen 
(/ check all that apply): 
• deer 
• pheasant 
• quail 
• gray partridge (Hungarian) 
• turl<ey 
• fox 
• badger 
• coyote 
• woodcliuck (groundhog) 
• pocket gophers 
• ground squirrel 
• tree squirrel 
• shrews 
• moles 
• weasel 
• mink 
• cedar waxwing 
• geese 
• song sparrow 
• frogs (any species) 
on your farm in the oast vear 
• bobcat 
• ducks (any wild species) 
• herons 
• English (house) sparrows 
• starlings 
• woodpeckers 
• owls 
• coots 
• red-winged blackbirds 
• bluebirds 
• wrens 
• nuthatches 
• beaver 
• goldfinches 
• red-tailed hawk 
O robin 
• kingfisher 
• kestrel 
• snake (any species) 
• painted turtle 
2. Please give us information about your farm operation in 1991: 
Owned Rented 
Acres in row-crop 
Acres in pasture 
Acres in hay 
Acres in timber/windbreaks 
Acres in wildlife habitat, CRP, 
or other non-agricultural 
Acres of ponds or streams 
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3. Which one of the following best describes your farm: 
primarily row-crop, cash grain operation 
row-crops grown mostly for on-farm livestock feed, with some 
cash grain 
livestock operation with most land in pasture and hay 
farm is not primary source of income 
4. Please indicate whether you participate in any of the following 
activities by circling 1 (if "no") and 2 (if "yes"). If 2 is circled, 
please estimate how many different times in the past year you 
participated in each activity. 
No Yes...If yes,">No. of times in Past Yr. 
Hunting 1 2 
Fishing 1 2 
Birdwatching 1 2 
Feeding birds/other wildlife.. 1 2 
Photographing wildlife 1 2 
,5. In the past 2 vears about how often have you phoned or visited 
with the following people to seek their advice about wildlife, 
wildlife habitat, or wildlife problems? Circle appropriate number: 
1 - 2  3 - 4  
Never times times 
County Extension agriculturalist 
Dept. of Natural Resources biologist 
Conservation officer (game warden) 
County conservation board personnel 
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) 
district conservationist or technician 
ISU Extension wildlife specialist 
Private consultant 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5 or more 
times 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
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6. Please answer the following questions by circling the number 
that best corresponds to your opinion about wildlife. 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree 
The presence of wildlife on my farm 
is important to me 1 2 3 4 5 
Wildlife have as much right to exist on 
this land as I do 1 2 3 4 5 
Farmers should be paid by the government 
to save habitat for wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 
Game wildlife species are more important 
to me than non-game wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 
Wildlife habitat on my farm adds to its 
market value 1 2 3 4 5 
Financial incentives would encourage me to 
do more for wildlife on my farm 1 2 3 4 5 
Illegal killing of wildlife should result in 
stiff penalties 1 2 3 4 5 
Farmers should reduce pesticide use that is 
found to be harmful to wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 
7. People feel differently about the importance of wildlife. 
Listed below are several ways in which wild animals might be 
considered important. Please circle the number on each line that 
indicates how important it is to you that wildlife: 
Of Little Of Great 
Importance < > Importance 
Provide, an opportunity for hunting..., 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Provide viewing pleasure in person 
or in pictures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Provide enjoyment from knowing 
that they exist 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Help maintain a balance in nature 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Provide a source of food 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Provide a source of furs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
100  
8. Please Indicate which of the following practices are used on 
your farm. Circle 1 If "yes" or 2 if "no". If the practice Is not 
applicable to your farm, please circle "3." 
Not 
Yes iJQ Applicable 
Leave brushy and/or weedy fencerows at 
least 3 feet wide 1 2 3 
Have a pond used by fish and wildlife 1 2 3 
Have planted grass buffer strips around crop 
fields for wildlife and soil protection 12 3 
Leave some corn rows standing for winter 
food for wildlife 1 2 3 
Have fenced pond so that livestock cannot 
wade in it 12 3 
Have protective grass strips along any stream 
flowing through my property 1 2 3 
Have a field windbreak with at least 3 rows of 
trees and shrubs 1 2 3 
Delay mowing in fields and ditches until at 
least July 1 to avoid destroying birds' nests.. 1 2 3 
In the past 5 years, have planted shrubs to 
provide food and cover for wildlife 1 2 3 
In the past 5 years, have planted food plots for 
wildlife : 1 2 3 
In the past 5 years, have protected or restored 
wQtland for use by wildlife 1 2 3 
Burn ditches only once every 3 years or on a 
rotating basis 1 2 3 
Have planted CRP acres to trees for wildlife.. 1 2 3 
Question continued on next page > 
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(—>Questlon 8 continued:) 
YgS NQ 
Not 
Applicable 
Avoid mowing grass waterways at least until 
late summer to allow birds to nest 1 
In the past 5 years, have planted prairie 
grasses and flowers 1 
Leave 3-5 dead standing trees per acre in my 
woodlot for hole-nesting wildlife.... 1 
Avoid fall tillage to leave food and cover for 
wildlife 1 
Have erected nesting houses for wildlife. 
Use reduced tillage to conserve soil 
Have installed terraces on erodible soils. 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
9. Please Indicate approximately how often you engage in the 
following activities: 
At least Once or Once or 
once a twice a twice 
week month per year Never 
Watch TV shows on wildlife 
Listen to radio programs on wildlife topics. 
Read magazine articles, on wildlife topics.... 
Read a book about wildlife 
Attend a meeting to learn about wildlife 
Attend a meeting on conservation-related 
provisions of legislation (1990 Farm Bill, etc.) 
Attend a meeting to lobby for wildlife 
Write a letter to a government official about 
wildlife or environmental issue 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
Visit with a neighbor or friend about wildlife 
protection 
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I am interested in your experiences as a youth. 
10. Which one of the following phrases best describes how you 
spent the majority of your childhood? Please check only 1: 
grew up on a farm or rural area 
grew up in a small town of 2,500 people or fewer 
_grew up in a town or city of more than 2,500 people 
11. Which of the following best describes your experiences w h e n  
vou were a vouth (circle all that apply): 
O 
Mshed in a local pond, stream or river 
hunted with my family or friends 
attended outdoor youth camps 
fed wild birds in our yard 
went on camping trips with my family 
enjoyed biology in school 
read nature-related stories and books 
rode horseback on trails or in open country 
had a "wild place" where I would go 
to be alone 
went canoeing or boating with my family 
rode on snowmobiles 
rode motorized trail bikes or other 
off-road vehicles 
visited state or county parks 
parents shared my outdoor interests 
was considered to be an outdoors person 
by my peers 
had teachers who encouraged 
outdoor interests 
collected rocks 
collected insects 
looked for wildflowers 
kept .cecords of when birds or mammals 
came and left seasonally 
learned taxidermy to make wildlife mounts 
planted a garden 
planted trees 
attended a workshop or camp to learn 
about conservation 
belonged to 4-H 
belonged to FFA or FHA 
had a 4-H or FFA project related to wildlife 
cross-country skied 
down-hill skied 
went mushroom, nut or berry hunting 
en Sometimes Never 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
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12. If wildlife caused damage on your farm last year, estimate 
the total cost, including losses of stored grain, damage to 
buildings, consumption of livestock grain, damage to field crops, 
and damage to livestock. 
No damage caused by wildlife 
Had damage $ estimated damage 
Losses were primarily in (check one): 
1 stored grain 4 damage to field crops 
2 building damage 5 damage to livestock 
3 consumption of livestock feed 
What wildlife species do you think were mainly responsible for 
this damage? 
Please name the species: 
13. Please indicate to which farm organizations you belong (check 
all that apply): 
Member Officer (current or past) 
Iowa Farm Bureau 
Practical Farmers of Iowa 
Iowa Corn Grower's Assoc. 
Iowa Soybean Assoc. 
Prairie Fire 
National Farmers' Organization 
The Grange 
County Extension Council 
Pork Producers/Porkettes 
Cattlemen/Cowbelles Association 
Dairy Herd Improvement Assoc. 
Local Cooperative Board 
Soil Conservation District Board 
ASCS Committee 
Other: 
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14. Please indicate to wiiich civic organizations you belong (check 
all that apply): 
Member Officer (current or past) 
Service Club (Kiwanis, Lions, 
Rotary, Optimist, Jaycees, etc.) 
Chamber of Commerce 
Local Historical Society 
Church group 
Volunteer leader with local 4-H, 
Scout or other youth group 
VFW 
School Parent-Teacher Association 
Board of Supervisors 
School Board 
Town or City Council 
County Conservation Board 
Other: 
15. Please indicate to which wildlife or environmental 
organizations you belong (check all that apply): 
Member Officer (current or past) 
Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 
Izaak Walton League 
Nature Conservancy 
Audubon Society 
Sierra Club 
Pheasants Forever 
Ducks Unlimited 
Trout Unlimited 
Wild Turkey Federation 
Other: 
In order to properly correlate answers, I need to have the 
following information about you and your farm operation. Again, 
your answers will be held in the strictest confidence and will not 
be individually identified. 
16. What were your farm's approximate gross sales for 1990? 
(Circle the number corresponding to your answer:) 
1. less than $5,000 
2. $5,000 to $14,999 
3. $15,000 to $25,000 
4. $25,000 to $35,000 
5. $35,000 to $44,999 
6. $45,000 to $54,999 
7. $55,000 to $99,999 
8. $100,000 to $149,999 
9. $150,000 to $199,999 
10. $200,000 to $249,999 
11. $250,000 or more 
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17. About what percent of your total family income was from the 
farm in 1990? Check one: 
less than 10% 
10-25% 
26-50% 
51-75% 
76-100% 
18. Do you allow others to hunt or fish on your land If they ask 
permission? 
Yes No 
19. Do you lease any of your land to others for hunting or fishing? 
Yes No 
If ves. approximately how many acres do you lease for 
hunting? acres. 
Approximately what income do you derive from this leasing 
(check one); 
under $100 yearly 
$101-$250 yearly 
$251-$500 yearly 
$501-$750 yearly 
$751-$1,000 yearly 
over $1,000 yearly 
20. Do you or your spouse contribute to the Non-game checkoff 
("Chickadee Checkoff") on your state income tax forms? 
Yes No Don't remember 
21. Which of the following best describes your political 
affiliation? (please circle one): 
Republican 
Independent but closer to Republican 
Independent but closer to Democrat 
Democrat 
Other (please specify); 
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Please tell me about your family. If you are married, be sure to 
answer the questions for your spouse. 
22. What are the ages of: Farm Operator Spouse 
23. What is the highest level of education completed? (Check the 
appropriate answer.) 
Farm Operator Spouse 
Less than High School graduate 
High School graduate 
Technical school 
Some College 
College degree 
Graduate College degree 
24. How many people currently in your household are: 
Under 5 years of age 
5-12 years of age 
13-19 years of age 
Over 19 years of age 
25. What is the gender (sex) of the person completing this survey? 
Male Female 
26. Are there other topics of concern to you or comments you'd 
like to make regarding agriculture and wildlife? If so, please 
write them below or attach an additional sheet. 
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Thank you very much 
for your time and effort in completing this 
survey! 
Please fold this survey, place it in the business reply envelope 
provided, and mail it. No need to put a stamp on it. 
James Pease 
103 Science II 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
